
THE RELATIONS OF COMPLEX 
AND SENTIMENT. 1II.l 

BY ALEXANDER F. SHAND. 

I WILL not continue the historical inquiry as t o  the original meaning 
given to  the term ‘complex’ by Jung and his disciples. The question I wish 
to consider is what now is the best meaning to  give to it, and, if we 
reach agreement on this point, whether we can persuade psychologists 
in general to adopt it, which does not seem probable a t  the present time. 

The struggle, of course, concerns the extension of the term ‘complex’ 
to  include certain prdcesses of the normal mind; as regards its narrower 
employment to  denote emotional systems that  have been ‘repressed’ 
or ‘ suppressed’ and ‘ dissociated’ from the normal consciousness, there 
seems to  be considerable agreement. Here there is always some pafho- 
logical symptom to distinguish the ‘complex’ and the processes of 
‘repression’ and ‘ dissociation’ connected with it. As regards the broader 
employment of the term, we have to  ask whether there is sufficient 
identity between complexes of the abnormal mind and the so-called 
complexes of the normal mind to  justify our employing the same term 
for both, or, on the other hand, only a loose analogy between them. 

Supposing there is this justification, the question remains whether the 
term ‘complex’ is the most suitable for our purpose, or not rather one of 
the synonymous terms in use in normal psychology before the nature of 
these abnormal states was so clearly revealed to  us by Freud. And here we 
may consider whether neologisms are always to be preferred in psychology 
to  the readjustment of ordinary terms, from reflecting on the fate which 
has overtaken the terms ‘complex ’ and ‘dissociation.’ These during their 
short history appear to  have undergone greater divergencies of meaning 
than have overtaken the term ‘sentiment’ during the much longer period 
of its use as a technical term. Thus we have complexes that  are com- 
pletely dissociated from the normal consciousness, being neither remgnised 
nor controlled by i t ;  others that  while remaining in great part out of 
consciousness, throw up into i t  some delusion or obsession which the 
patient is aware of but cannot control; others again that  are in con- 
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sciousness, and have never been repressed or dissociated from it a t  all; 
which are under our conscious direction and control, which are wholly 
normal, and present no morbid features, though they have a “consider- 
able degree of autonomy.” But there is as great a difference between an 
autonomy according to the laws of sanity and that which violates these 
laws as there is between a firmly established and orderly government 
and a revolutionary mob. 

We shall now consider the degree of identity between the “con- 
siderable autonomy” which is proper and suitable to the purposes of 
human life and that other autonomy of complexes due to repression, 
dissociation and the complete loss of control over them. 

In the different kinds of volition that occur in the normal mind there 
are some that are easy because they do not arouse conflict; some that 
are difficult because they do; and some that totally fail to accomplish 
the result a t  which they aim, being succeeded by an action opposed 
to it, through the compulsion of fear or of some other impulse. Because 
in this case the action accomplished is opposed to our volition i t  is called 
an involuntary action. Yet we can show that from the first type to  the 
last we can introduce intermediate varieties so as to  exhibit the whole 
as a series of gradations that melt into one another, before the extreme 
or involuntary type is reached at the end. Because of these gradations 
we should not propose to apply the same term ‘voluntary’ which denotes 
the preceding actions to denote also this test or involuntary type. 
For between the action which is extremely difficult to control and that 
which we cannot control a t  all, in which there is an insuperable com- 
pulsion upon us, we feel a hiatus. So is i t  with the ‘complexes’ of the 
abnormal mind and the emotional ‘systems’ of the normal mind. The 
first are completely autonomous because all control over them is lost. 
The graded autonomy of the second is consistent with control, even 
where this is difficult. For these reasons I am of opinion that there is 
no sufficient identity between them to justify our employing the same 
term for both. Nor can their distinction be satisfactorily expressed by 
qualifying the first as ‘repressed ’ complexes, or ‘dissociated ’ complexes, 
because the ambiguity of meaning of these terms is as great as that of 
the term ‘complex’ itself. The so-called ‘dissociation’ of normal and 
healthy emotional systems strives merely to  exclude irrelevant ideas and 
memories, and to make its process as systematic as possible for the 
fulfilment of its end. This should not be called ‘dissociation.’ When a 
man is concentrated on his work he can quite well recall his occupations 
a t  play; but he tries not to do so. 
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We shall now enter more in detail into the emotional systems of the 

normal mind, and here our regret a t  the broad meaning that has been 
given to the term ‘complex’ in such an admirable book as The Psychology 
of Imanity, by Dr Hart, is that it serves to confuse the distinction between 
Sentiments and Emotions. For a complex may be a sentiment of sexual 
love or party politics, or, on the other hand, some emotion as morbid 
fear, or some emotional phase of love as jealousy, or an emotion of 
humiliation or humility, which is detached from the self-regarding 
sentiment in ‘the inferiority complex.’ 

How is i t  that the psycho-analytic school, speaking generally, has 
made no distinction between these two kinds of systkms? There are 
indeed some, in greater or less degree belonging to this school, who have 
appreciated and emphasized this distinction, as Dr Myers, Prof; McDougall, 
Dr Brown and perhaps Dr Rivers. But the majority of the school have 
either not understood it, or not had occasion to draw it. The reason is 
perhaps that for strictly therapeutical purposes it is of no practical im- 
portance. If we lose entire control over a system, it does not matter 
whether it is what we call an emotion or a sentiment. In either case 
we have to enable the patient to recover from the evil effects of it and 
to regain self-control. But from the point of view of pure science our 
attitude will be different, and a school that claims that its method is 
one of psycho-analysis should be able to justify its name and not evade 
distinctions that are only ignored by those who are not psychologists. 

And here we have to notice that this new school which has already 
achieved wonderful results owing to the genius of its founder, and given 
a ‘push’ to academic psychology that I should be the last to deny or 
regret, has yet never analysed the principal emotional forces. Remarkable 
in the success with which it traces stray words or thoughts or wishes to 
some hidden source of which the patient is unaware, and in detecting 
the ‘compensations,’ ‘phantasies: and ‘sublimations’ of this complex, 
in other respects it is no more psychological than the attitude of the 
politician or the journalist; who must refer to human motives, and talk 
familiarly of fear and anger, love and hate. Hence it is still a matter of 
some dispute and uncertainty what precisely the master meant by ‘the 
sexual instinct,’ to which he attributed such an all-pervasive influence; 
and these disputes must continue when terms like ‘love’ and ‘hate’ 
are taken from popular thought with its confusion and ambiguity 
without a precedent analysis. 

If we call both emotions and sentiments ‘ complexes’ when they have 
formed a habitual connexion with some object, or innately respond to 
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the stimulus which it gives them, the term suggests that both are 
largely aggregates due to  chance-associations rather than what they are, 
namely organized forces in which the ideas and experiences are not merely 
associated with a common ‘affect,’ but relevant and subordinate to an 
end. I, therefore, prefer the term ‘system’ to the term ‘complex,’ where 
we are dealing with the normal mind. 

To pass now to the principal question: What importance has this 
distinction between emotions and sentiments? I will try to show clearly 
why after more than twenty years’ employment of it, I still regard i t  
as of great importance, so that if-as we are liable to  be-I am biassed 
by att,achment to my own theories, this may be made evident. 

To ask what importance this distinction possesses is something like 
asking what importance i t  is for man to  possess in the innate constitution 
of his mind a number of different emotional dispositions instead of a 
single one. If we can realise what sort of position man would be in if 
he possessed only a single emotional disposition, we shall be able to  
realise what would be his position if, while experiencing emotions for 
various objects, he could never develop a sentiment for any one of 
them. 

What now would be the peculiar disability of man if he possessed 
only a single emotional disposition?-He could react emotionally to  only 
one kind of situation and not to any other. If the single emotion he was 
capable of feeling was Anger, he could react emotionally to a situation 
of conflict when he was attacked or opposed in the pursuit of his ends. 
But when the situation was different, as one of extreme and pressing 
danger, he would possess no emotion of fear to impel him to flight, to  
concealment, or to  some other instinctive mode of behaviour organized 
by this emotion. If again the situation were different and one of disaster 
to some fellow-creature, he would feel no pity to  urge him to relieve i t ;  
and similarly of other situations. What man gains by possessing so many 
different emotional dispositions is therefore the power to adapt himself 
emotionally to  a great many different situations. 

We now understand the importance for man of possessing a number 
of different emotional dispositions, and we pass to  the next point. If 
man lived only a minute, and his situation was constant during this 
minute, he would a t  most require the emotion relevant to this situation. 
But as man is capable of living a great length of time, and during this 
long time his situation cannot remain constant, if he is to survive, he 
must be capable of adapting himself to  a great many changes of situation. 
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Owing therefore to the possible length of his life, man requires to be 
capable of feeling a great many different emotions. 

All the different emotions which man through his innate endowment 
is capable of feeling have come to be organized in the course of evolution 
for the preservation of himself and of his offspring,-rude and imperfect 
as is the protection they afford him. This organization, which principally 
consists of each emotion being related to the situation appropriate to it, 
man does not make but finds it in himself, just as i t  is innate also in the 
higher animals. But man in distinction from most, if not all, animals, 
forms a sentiment for himself. Whatever else this sentiment is, it includes 
all these emotional dispositions that bear on his own preservation. Were 
it only a single emotion i t  would not avail to adapt him to the changing 
situations of his life. 

Taking these three conceptions of (i) the great duration of some things, 
(ii) the consequent variety of situations in which they map be placed, 
and (iii) the need of different emotions for dealing with these situations, 
they will make clear to us the essential nature of all sentiments. Thus in 
the relation of man to other beings like himself, we find that to most 
he is indifferent, to some feels a transient emotion of attraction or 
repulsion, to a few develops a sentiment substantially the same as that 
which he forms for himself. As he calls the one sentiment ‘self-love,’ so 
he calls the other ‘love.’ Normally he loves some woman, two or three 
friends, his family, his country. The personal beings referred to have 
the same potential duration as himself, are exposed to the same changes 
of situation, which require them to feel on their own behalf the same 
variety of emotions. These situations influence those who love them to 
feel similar emotions. Thus it comes to pass that the emotions of love 
are so often duplicated, being evoked both in the person himself and in 
those who love him. These are the ‘sympathetic’ emotions, aroused 
sometimes by the expression of the person, sometimes by his situation. 
Aman’s sentiment for another is therefore like the sentiment for himself- 
essentially a capacity of feeling a number 6f different emotions according 
to the situation of the other, but distinguished in most cases from self- 
love, by the presence, not only of the sympathetic, but also of the tender 
emotions, pre-eminently by gratitude and pity. Hence, he who loves 
another, in proportion to the degree of his love, takes upon himself the 
welfare of the loved person, as if it were his own. 

It should now be clear to us, not only that a sentiment has great 
emotional complexity, but that this complexity depends in part on the 
potential duration of its object. This requires the sentiment to have a 
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capacity for endurance that corresponds with it. We can therefore under- 
stand that a sentiment may persist through the greater part of life, and 
be active for a great part of each day without ever becoming morbid, 
because this does not involve the undue persistence of any one of its 
emotions, but an orderly succession of them in response to  the changing 
situations of the object. But this is impossible in the case of an emotion, 
which if it becomes persistent becomes morbid, as we see clearly in the 
case of fear. A sentiment is the only system of the mind which is 
capable, when predominant, of organizing our life as a whole: a pre- 
dominant emotion disorganizes it. 

We shall therefore define the distinction between sentiments and 
emotions in this way: the sentiment is a mental system which is capable 
of adapting itself emotionally to the changing situations of its object, and of 
persisting indejinitely in  correspondence with the duration of its object 
without becoming morbid: the emotion is a mental system which is capable 
of adapting itself to only one 7cind of situation, and when it persists beyond 
this system tends to become morbid. 

Here we must not overlook the fact that in respect of the one situation 
to  which an emotion is adaptable, there may be considerable variety and 
change. Thus, for instance, in the one general situation of danger with 
which fear is connected there may be several particular situations of 
danger, so that in one the proper response is by flight; in another by 
concealment; in another by clinging to something else; in another by 
shamming death; in another by appealing for mercy. Yet, though the 
emotion has this considerable adaptability, so much greater than any 
one of its instinctive tendencies, once we are completely out of a situation 
of danger, it has no legitimate application; and if i t  persists in the mind 
we think it ridiculous, exaggerated or morbid. 

I hope I have now made it clear why I regard the distinction between 
sentiments and emotions as of the first importance for psychology. The 
importance of the sentiment can hardly be denied by anyone who realises 
what man obtains by his complex and innate emotional constitution; 
through it the sentiment derives that extraordinary adaptability so much 
greater than that possessed by any single emotion. For this reason I 
regard it as of the essence of a sentiment to be constituted of several 
different emotional dispositions, possessing different conative tendencies. 
From this point of view we may give a second definition of a sentiment: 
a sentiment is a system of several emotional dispositions, having different 
conative tendencies, connected with a common object, and subordinated to 
a common end. 
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If anyone therefore speaks of “simple sentiments,” that is to say 
of sentiments composed of only one emotion, or calls a phobia a sentiment, 
to me it seems that he has failed to grasp or to keep clearly in mind the 
essence of a sentiment, or a t  least, what comes near to the same thing, 
that he has defined the word so as to obliterate the point of principal 
importance. 

I have now said enough to make it clear that I a m  in agreement with 
Dr Rivers’s use of the term ‘complex’ and in disagreement with 
Mr Tansley’s. Mr  Tansley is mistaken, I think, in supposing that the 
ordinary meanings of ‘love’ and ‘hate’ and ‘emotion’ and ‘sentiment’ 
are strained when they are used to include the cognitive as well as the 
affective aspects. Though the emphasis is laid on the latter aspect, i t  is 
no more than this. Love and hate would have no meaning to the ordinary 
man unless they were taken to include a cognition of their objects. It 
is very important in psychology to have terms to express concrete facts. 
Two such terms we possess in* the ‘Complex’ and the ‘Sentiment’; and 
we must resist all attempts to reduce them to abstractions. 


